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FULL COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 942, H.R. 5927, H.R. 
697, H.R. 4656, H.R. 6190, H.R. 5569, H.R. 3321, H.R. 88, H. CON. RES. 
86, AND REPORT OF REAL ESTATE AND CONSTRUCTION SUB- 
COMMITTEE 

House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C., Tuesday, May 26, 1959. 

The committee met at 10:14 a.m., Hon. Carl Vinson (chairman) 
presiding. 

The Cuarmman. Let the committee come to order. A quorum is 
present. 

Members of the committee, the first bill I desire to call up is H.R. 
942, a bill introduced by Mrs. St. George, which is the same bill that 
was considered by the committee during the last session and was 
passed by the House—H.R. 942. 

I suggest that it be amended like we did last year, that the amount 
be made $40,000 instead of $165,000. 

Now, we had a report on the bill last year. We are ready to go into 
a hearing if it is necessary, but we do not think it is necessary be- 
cause all the facts warranted favorable consideration last year and we 
considered it and the House passed it. For some reason it did not get 
considered in the Senate. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, I move we report out the bill as 
amended. 

The Cuatrman. Without objection, it is moved that H.R. 942 be 
reported, with the amendment striking out $165,000 and inserting in 
lieu thereof $40,000. All in favor of that motion, say aye. 

(Chorus of “aye”. ) 

The Cuamman. All opposed ? 

Without objection, the ayes have it. We will ask Mrs. St. George 
to report the bill. 

Now the next bill is H.R. 5927, which was considered by Mr. Dur- 
ham’s subcommittee. 

I will ask Mr. Durham to call the committee’s attention to the jus- 
tification for fayprable consideration. 

Mr. Du uf . Chairman, the last few days committee No. 2 
met and cof d five bills and reported them all out. All these 
bills have the approval of the Bureau of the Budget and the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

H.R. 5927: This bill directs the Secretary of the Air Force to con- 
vey to the city of Warner Robins, Ga., 29 acres of land comprising a 

art of Robins Air Force Base. The city will pay fair market value 

or the property as determined by the Secretary of the Air Force. 
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The city of Warner Robins had, prior to the establishment of Robins 
Air Force Base, a population of some 200. Today it is a city of ap- 
proximately 20,000 persons, Almost any expansion of the city re- 
quires acquisition of property from the Federal Government. This 
bill is an example of that. The property involved is excess to the 
needs of the Air Force and fair market value will be paid by the city 
of Warner Robins to the Government. 

I move favorable recommendation, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gavin. I second it. 

The Cuarrman. Members of the committee, I want to make just a 
little statement. 

When the Warner Robins Air Base was established some 25 miles 
or 20 miles below Macon, the people of Macon gave the entire acreage 
required, free of cost to the Government. : 

There was a deed showing a consideration of $1. As stated by 
Mr. Durham, it was a small community. Now it has grown into a 
city of some 20,000 people. And this portion of the land has now 
become very valuable. The mayor was here discussing this bill with 
Mr. Forrester who introduced it, in my presence, and he statéd that 
he thought these 29 acres were worth in the neighborhood of $200,000, 

Now, of course, the bill provides there be paid fair market value 
and it is going to be in that neighborhood, for this 29 acres. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, will our Real Estate Subcommittee 
review the transaction ¢ 

Mr. Cuatrman. Oh, yes. Where it is over $20,000 it comes back to 
them. 

Without objection, this bill is favorably reported. 

Mr. Ketiener. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Durham, report the bill. 

Mr. Ketitener. We will not see this again because this bill 
directs 

The Cuarmman. That is right. 

Mr. Keiiener. The transfer. 

The Cuarrman. We will not. 

Mr. Kettener. So this takes the place of a real estate approval. 

The Cuarmman. That is right. 

Now the next bill, Mr. Durham. Let the record show the com- 
mittee acts favorably on that bill. 

Mr. Duruam. The next bill is H.R.697. This bill would authorize 
the Secretary of the Navy to acquire certain real estate in Solano 
County, Calif., on which to relocate railroad tracks. The Secretary 
will then convey the property on which the tracks are presently located 
to the county of Solano. The county will pay all expenses incurred 
in acquisition of the property and all expenses incurred in relocating 
the tracks. 

The bill has several advantages both to the county and to the 
United States. It will, for example, allow the county to widen its 
present highway adjacent to the present tracks. It will also allow 
the Navy to continue the use of the railroad spur to the Mare Island 
Naval Shipyard. The net effect of this action will be to shorten the 
length of the railroad line from Mare Island to the Southern Pacific 
Railroad by approximately 7,000 feet. The railroad trackage which 
will be abandoned by the Navy is in very poor condition and would 
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have to be rebuilt in 2 years at an estimated cost of $125,000. Also, 
along the present trackage are 26 private crossings which delay train 
operations and present a situation of considerable danger. 

From the standpoint of land value, there is still another advantage 
to the Government since the property which it will acquire, at county 
expense, is worth over $4,000 more than the land which it will convey 
to the city. This is one of those rare instances where both parties to 
the transaction benefit very considerably. 

The bill was amended in two respects. One, to clarify a property 
description and the other, to assure the reimbursement to the appro- 
priation which the Navy will use for the acquisition of the property 
it will retain. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee recommends favorable consideration 
of the measure, and with amendments. 

The Cuatrman. Any questions from any members of the committee ? 

Mr. Gavin. I move it be favorably reported. 

The Cuamman. It is moved that H.R. 697 be favorably reported as 
amended. Allin favor say “aye.” 

(Chorus of “aye.” ) 

The CuarrmMan. Those opposed ¢ 

The ayes have it. The motion prevails. And, Mr. Durham, please 
report the bill. 

Mr. Durnmam. The next bill, Mr. Chairman, is H.R. 4656. This bill 
amends the so-called Abernethy amendment. 

It will be recalled that in 1951, this committee reported out and the 
Congress passed a law permitting the payment of moving costs of 
people affected by construction projects authorized by that act. The 
act to which I refer was the Military Construction Act for fiscal year 
1952. 

Subsequently, the law was amended to include all construction proj- 
ects of the military departments, whether military or civilian in 
nature. 

The law as it reads today requires that an affected person must file 
his application for moving costs within 1 year of the date of acquisi- 
tion of his property. This bill would authorize the filing of such an 
application within 1 year from the date of acquisition of the property 
or 1 year from the date of actually moving from the property, which- 
ever is later. 

The bill has advantages both to the people affected and to the 
Government. The advantages to the people affected are obvious. 
The advantage to the Government arises from the fact that not infre- 
quently, a military department will allow a former owner or tenant 
to remain in possession of the property in order to assure care and 
custody of the structures. That is, prevent fires, depredation, and 
so forth. 

The Department of Defense takes the position that there are only 
very few cases where this bill will have any effect. Mr. Stubblefield, 
in his testimony before the subcommittee, indicated that there were 
some very important instances of its desirability within his district in 
Kentucky. 

The title of this bill was amended to indicate that it applies to both 
civil and military projects. 
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Now, this is the situation. I had such an occasion myself, where 
the Government acquired property for a dam in 1939 and, of course, 
bought the land. Of course, the people had to move off. And the 
dam was never built. And it hasn’t been built yet. 

Now this bill would prevent such a thing happening. Because those 
people could probably live on there. 

I move favorable consideration of the bill, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. I am just wondering about this legislation. 

If you recall, about 3 years ago, 2 or 3 years ago, something like that, 
you appointed a committee to go into the whole question of the deter- 
mination of the values and rights when the Government takes land by 
eminent domain for military purposes. 

About that time the Public Works Committee, or along the same 
time, the Public Works Committee appointed a subcommittee to go 
into the matter applying to the acquisition of all real estate. There 
had been so much difficulty. 

Consequently, the committee that was appointed, in the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee, never did any—maybe they had a few hearings, but at 
least never proceeded with the matter. 

It is a rather hard subject. I am not going to vote against this bill. 
But I just wonder whether this would not be part of the general legis- 
lation that has been contemplated for some time. 

The CHarmman. You see, some years ago on account of the hard- 
ship that was incurred by the people who were ejected from the prop- 
erty, we passed what is known as the Abernethy amendment, permit- 
ting the Government to reimburse them for the moving expense plus 
the fair market value of the land. 

Now as the report states in certain instances—and, of course, the title 
is in the Government. Therefore, the Government has to charge rent. 
You could not permit the occupant to stay on the property without 
rent. 

So in certain instances the Government needs someone there to care 
for the property. And instead of the man getting the expense for mov- 
ing, he elects to stay on the property. 

M r. Gavin. I move favorable consideration. 

The Cuarrman. I think the bill is logical and sound and fair. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, I am not really objecting to the bill. I 
am just bringing up the matter that this is rather a large—— 

The Cuarrman. It is—— 

Mr. Bray. Field. 

The CHarrman. And sometimes I hope we can get around to that. 
But we have so much to do we can’t do it all at one time. 

Mr. Kizpay. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question with reference to 
the amendment, to make it apply to other than military purposes? To 
what extent did the subcommittee amend the bill ? 

Mr. Kevtener. Mr. Kilday, the only amendment was to the title. 
Actually, the law now applies to both military and civil projects. 

Mr. Kitpay. You mean the Abernethy amendment does? 

Mr. Keuieuer. Yes, sir. It didn’t in its first inception, but sub- 
sequently it was amended to include both military and civil projects. 
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Mr. Kinpay. In connection with what the gentleman from Indiana 
has said, in work on another subcommittee that I am on here, the re- 
lated question arises and it does become a very big and a very im- 
portant question. 

The question of just compensation has been held consistently by the 
courts, and the Supreme Court, both the old version of the Supreme 
Court, and the present version, that it is a judicial question and that 
Congress can’t fix the elements of just compensation, nor can it per- 
haps even establish a formula for arriving at just compensation. 

The Coamman. That is right. 

Mr. Kitpay. Now there are cases which hold that the legislature 
of the States or by implication of the Congress, could authorize the 
payment of something in addition to just compensation. 

And apparently in “the States on numerous oce asions, particularly 
when granting the power of eminent domain to a quasi-public cor- 
poration has required not only the payment of just compensation but 
something in addition to just compensation. 

So far as I know, under the Legislative Reference Service that the 
Library has found in a brief they furnished me on the question, this 
is the only instance in which Congress has ever granted anything in 
addition to just compensation. 

The Cuarrman. That is right. 

Mr. Kitpay. So I was concerned that it be kept in a very limited 
area, On going beyond just compensation. Because you can see or 
understand how the pressures will build up for compensation in addi- 
tion to constitutional just compensation, if we ever go any further 
than this precedent. 

Why I was concerned about the civil functions is that under the 
Abernethy amendment we affected primarily, not only military but 
in rural and probable agricultural areas, where there was no element 
of profit or Eoainesh venture involved. It was generally the indi- 
vidual farm that didn’t want to sell. They wanted to live there and 
pass it on down the line. And by the power of eminent domain we 
took the property. And the holdings had always been that the cost 
of removal from the property was not a portion of just compensation. 

So I wanted to make sure that this goes no further than in this 
limited area of giving anything in addition to just compensation, 
because of the precedent on other matters. 

The CuarrmMan. Does it go any further than what was originally 
intended when hardship was being caused these people who were 
forced off immediately, of these large areas that the Government was 
taking ? 

Mr. Keriener. It does not, sir. 

The only difference is in the period during which an application for 
moving costs can be filed. 

The Cuamrman. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, Mr. Chairman, on this particular point, though, 
if I understand the expression of Mr. Kilday, if a judicial determi- 
nation is made as to what constitutes just compensation for the prop- 
erty taken, then that includes the cost of moving. 

Mr. Kirpay. No. 

The Cuarman. No. 

Mr. Kirpay. It has been consistently held that the cost of moving 
is not an element of just compensation. 
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The CuatrmMan. That is right. 

Mr. Kupay. The judiciary determined that consistently. And 
then by the Abernethy amendment, Congress said that in these in- 
stances, in addition to just compensation, the cost of removal would 
be paid. 

The Cuamman. Without objection, the bill will be favorably re- 
ported. Mr. Durham will report the bill. 

Mr. Durnam. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6190. 

This bill directs the Secretary of the Army to convey the Army 
and Navy General Hospital, Hot Springs National Park, Ark., to 
the State of Arkansas. The conveyances would be made without 
consideration so long as the State of Arkansas uses the property as a 
vocational rehabilitation, center or for other public health or educa- 
tional purposes. The bill also authorizes the conveyance of such 
property and equipment located in the hospital as is necessary for 
these purposes. 

The committee will recall that the Army has wanted to close this 
hospital for a number of years but language in appropriation laws 
has required them to keep it open. It had during the past year an 
average of only 34 patients per day although it is a 500-bed hospital. 
Arkansas has passed appropriate legislation relating to the accept- 
ance of this property and has also appropriated funds to operate the 
establishment. The State appears to have fully developed plans for 
its “wagers and appears to be in the forefront in all of the States in 
the field of vocational rehabilitation. I was interested to find that it 
spends over three times as much in this field as the national average. 

The Department has no objection to the transfer and the Surgeon 
General of the Army stated it to be his opinion that this was a happy 
answer to both his problems and the needs of the State of Arkansas. 

The bill has already been heard in the Senate. Witnesses from all 
four interested departments testified. That is, Department of the In- 
terior (National Park Service), the Department of the Army, the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the General 
Services Administration. 

During the testimony by representatives of these agencies, certain 
amendments were recommended and accepted by the Senate commit- 
tee. The amendments are as follows: 

The National Park Service wishes to reserve certain housing where 
the superintendent of the Park Service and some of his people now 
live. 

The next amendment relates to section 3 of the bill. As the bill is 
now written, the State of Arkansas must use the property as a voca- 
tional rehabilitation center or for other public health or other educa- 
tional purposes. If the property ever ceases to be used for such pur- 
poses, title would revert to the United States. Both Health, 
“ducation, and Welfare and General Services felt that the period of 
required use should be for only 20 years which is the standard period 
for all disposals of Government property today. In this connection, 
it was pointed out by the Director of the Rehabilitation Service of 
Arkansas that the State might wish at sometime in the future to float 
bonds for the expansion of the facility but would be unable to do so 
if there were a restriction on use of a perpetual nature. 
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The next amendment relates to section 2. As the language now 
reads, only the mineral rights in the lands are reserved to the United 
States. The National Park Service believes that the thermowater 

rights should also be reserved, and there is no objection to this on the 
part of the State. 

The last amendment would eliminate the requirement that convey- 
ance of this property be submitted as a real estate project to the 
Armed Services Committees. In my own opinion, this amendment is 
unecessary since conveyances of this kind, that is, by specific legisla- 
tive authority, are not cleared with the committee in any event. How- 
ever, I think the Senate amendment is unobjectionable, and the com- 
mittee thought so, too. 

Because the language of the Senate bill is generally at variance 
with language of the House bill, the simplest procedure to follow is 
to strike all after the enact ing clause and insert the Senate language— 
a motion which I presently make, Mr. Chairman, and would recom- 
mend a favorable report. 

The Cuarrman. Without objection 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman. A question. I notice on page 4, 
section 8, it says here— 





Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the Secretary of Interior shall 
have the election to restore any or all of the lands and improvements thereon 
comprising the Army and Navy General Hospital to the Hot Springs National 
Park in the event (a) the State of Arkansas does not accept the conveyance 
authorized by this Act— 

and so forth. 

In other words, is there a question as to whether or not Arkansas 
will accept this hospital ¢ 

Mr. Duruam. Well, I think counsel can answer that question. 

Mr. Keviener. There is no question that the State will take the 
sroperty. Apparently at the time this bill was drafted the State 
1ad not appropriated the funds or enacted legislation to accept the 
transfer of the property. 

The Cuairman. Without objection 

Mr. Gupser. Mr. Chairman. May I ask, as to section 5, what 
personal property and equipment—what type? Not specifically. 

Mr. Ketiener. Yes. It is general hospital personal property. It 
totals today slightly over $1 million in original cost—not in value. 

Mr. Gurser. But it is nothing like bulldozers or equipment that 
could be moved in ? 

Mr. Ke.ieuer. There is a good deal of that equipment there which 
will not go to the State, as a matter of fact. Only hospital-type 
equipment will go. 

Mr. Gupser. It doesn’t say that, though. 

Mr. Kerrener. That is a determination within the power of the 
Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. Gupser. OK. 

Mr. Ketiener. Incidentally, there is another part of the bill that 
says that the Secretary of the Army can make such reservations and 
restrictions as he deems advisable. He has a lot of discretion. 

Mr. Durnam. I think the hospital was built in 1882. 

Mr. Ketiener. That is right. 
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The Cuatrman. The gentleman from North Carolina moves to 
strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the language of the 
Senate bill. Without objection, that is agreed to. 

All in favor of reporting the bill as amended will say aye. 

(Chorus of “aye”. ) 

The Cuarrman. All opposed? The ayes have it and Mr. Durham 
will report the bill. 

Mr. Duruam. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 5569. 

The purpose of H.R. 5569 is to provide for the awarding of certain 
medals in cases where the Secretary concerned has determined that 
a timely recommendation was made but that no award was made be- 
cause of inadvertence or loss of the statement of recommendation. 

Under existing provisions of law a recommendation for a medal 
or award must be made within a fixed time after the distinguished 
act or meritorious service. The time limits are 3 years for naval 
service awards and 2 years for military service awards. Similarly 
the awards must be made within prescribed time limits—5 years for 
the Navy and Marine Corps, and 3 years in the case of the Army and 
the Air Force. 

There have been cases in which appropriate and timely recom- 
mendations were made but were thereafter lost or inadvertently not 
processed to completion. Although it was established that the 
recommendations had been made, since the time for award had 
elapsed, further administrative action was precluded. Other such 
cases may be expected to occur in the future. 

The bill will neither increase nor suspend present time limitations 
for recommendations or granting of awards. It will provide an ad- 
ditional period within which an award may be made in those cases 
in which the Secretary of the service concerned determines that (1) 
a statement setting forth the act or service, and recommending the 
award, was made and supported by sufficient evidence within the 
statutory period; and (2) that no award was made because the state- 
ment was lost or, through inadvertence was not acted upon. The 
award must then be made within 2 years of the Secretary’s deter- 
mination. 

The enactment of this legislation would cause no increase in De- 
partment of Defense budgetary requirements. 

The subcommittee was of the opinion that the bill had considerable 
merit. Service personnel who have earned awards for heroism or 
meritorious service should not be denied these awards because of ad- 
ministrative error or oversight. 

The subcommittee therefore recommends favorable action on this 
departmental proposal subject to incorporation of minor technical 
changes to conform the proposed language to the style and terminol- 
ogy of title 10, United States Code. 

In summary, therefore, the subcommittee considered five bills and 
the subcommittee voted to report all of them, including this one. I 
recommend favorable consideration, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. There are some amendments to this bill, aren’t 
there? 

Mr. Durnuam. Yes, with amendments. 

The Cuatrman. All in favor of reporting H.R. 5569 as amended 
say “aye.” 
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(Chorus of “aye.”) 

The CuarrmMan. All opposed say “no.” 

(No response. ) 

The CuatrmMan. The ayes have it. I see this bill is introduced by 
our distinguished colleague from California, Mr. Gubser. So we 
will have Mr. Gubser report the bill. 

Now that finishes Mr. Durham’s Subcommittee’s work. Thank 
you, Mr. Durham, and the members of your subcommittee. You did 
a splendid job. 

Now the next is Mr. Rivers’ subcommittee. 

Mr. Rivers is unable to be here today. He is accepting a degree 
at. the Citadel, a Ph. D. or a doctor of something. So I am asking 
Mr. Kelleher to report the bill—— 

Mr. Duruam. Mr. Chairman, at that point I move the committee 
send him a wire congratulating him. 

The CuamrmMan. Well, it isallover. It was yesterday. 

[ will ask Mr. Kelleher to report Mrs. St. George’s bill. 

Mr. Ketitener. Mr. Slatinshek. 

The Cnatrman. Commander, you report Mrs. George’s bill, H.R. 
3321, to amend title 10 of the United States Code with respect to cred- 
iting certain service as a member of the Women’s Army Auxiliary 
Corps, and for other purposes. 

Let the committee be in order now. 

Mr. Statrnsuek. Mr. Chairman, Mrs. St. George is prepared to 
make the report to the committee on the bill. 

The Cuatrman. Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. Str. Grorcr. Mr. Chairman, the chairman of subcommittee 
No. 3 asked me to read his report in his absence. And I would like 
to say that the bill we are reporting is Mr. Kilday’s bill, H.R. 3321. 

Mr. Chairman, in accordance with your direction, Subcommittee 
No. 3 has conducted hearings in respect to H.R. 3321, a bill which 
would authorize the service performed by women in the WAAC as 
military service, and I wish at this time to report the recommenda- 
tions and conclusions of the subcommittee in respect to it. 

The purpose of H.R. 3321 is to grant credit for service as a member 
of the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps after May 13, 1942, and before 
September 30, 1943, to any WAAC who subsequently performed 
active military service in the Armed Forces. The credit for service 
would be for all purposes except the determination of grade, rank, 
and right to promotion. Furthermore, under the language contained 
in H.R. 3321 no retroactive pay or allowances would be involved in 
recognition of this service. 

The Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps served with the Army under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of War; members were, in 
appropriate circumstances, subject to the Articles of War. They 
served in similar positions with the same responsibilities as personnel 
of the Army and their pay scale was similar to that of the Army. 
Persons in the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps were included in 
the term “persons in military service” and the term “persons in the 
military service of the United States” as used in the Soldiers’ and 
Sailors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940 (54 Stat. 1178), as amended. 

Members of the WAVES, female marines, and SPARS were 
actually commissioned or enlisted in a Reserve component and as such 
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were serving in an active military capacity while their counterparts 
in the Army were considered to be an auxiliary only. The inequality 
of not crediting service in the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps has 
been strongly emphasized in connection with the involuntary and 
voluntary recall to extended active duty of women reservists of the 
armed services. Such reservists who had Nav y or Marine Corps 
service during the same period of the Women’s Army Auxiliary 
Corps, become entitled to more active service credit. for basic pay, 
retirement, and separation than the rec: alled women reservists with 
Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps service. 

It has been the general policy of the Congress to restrict benefits 
flowing from the perfor mance of military duty to persons who actu- 
ally served in the active military or naval service of the United States, 
a distinction being drawn as between members of the Armed Forces 
and persons engaged in civilian occupations for the Government, 
serving with or in aid of the Armed Forces. 

Examples of groups performing such related services were the 
merchant marine, the American National Red Cross, the Civil Air 
Patrol, the Women’s Auxiliary Service Pilots, the American Field 
Service, civilian pilots of the Air Transport Command, the Army 
Transport Service, and others. Although the reasons vary in each in- 
stance, such service has not been credited as active military duty for 
one or a combination of the reasons that (1) the persons were free to 
terminate their employment at will, (2) the pay received was in excess 
of that paid to military personnel, and (3) the persons were not sub- 
ject to military discipline and trial by court-martial. An analysis of 
service in the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps indicates that such 
service was essentially military. 

Unlike a variety of civilian groups, members of the Women’s Army 
Auxiliary Corps were paid by the Army and, after a short time, due 
to intervening enactment of the Pay Readjustment Act of 1942, were 
paid in accordance with the then existing pay scales for the regular 
Army. Also, unlike those civilian groups who were free to terminate 
their employment at will, members of the Women’s Army Auxiliary 
Corps agreed to serve for the duration of the war plus 6 months, Con- 
ditions governing discharge prior to the expiration of the term of 
service to which they had agreed closely corresponded to those appli- 
eable to members of the Army. 

Members of the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps were exposed to 
the discipline and hardships inherent in wartime military service in 
a manner similar to that of male Army personnel. No other group 
of men or women engaged in civil assistance, employment, serving 
with, or assisting the Armed Forces in time of war has performed 
service, under conditions comparable to those to which the WAAC 
were subjected without receiving military credit. 

For example, members of the WAAC were subject to military dis- 
cipline through a code of conduct closely paratleling the Articles of 
War. That code made it an offense to “desert or attempt to desert the 
service of the United States,” and to “fail to report at the fixed time 
at the properly appointed place of duty, or to go from same without 
proper leave, or absent oneself from one’s command, quarters, station, 
or camp without proper leave.” For some offenses, the WAAC was 
subject to discharge under other than honorable conditions, 
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Additionally, the authority of the military policy with respect to 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard personnel was extended 
to include members of the WAAC. 

Conditions gov erning enrollment, termination of service, and dis- 
charge of the WAAC were similar to those applying to Army service- 
men. Once the WAAC took the oath she could not ‘voluntarily termi- 
nate her service. The administrative discharges, prior to the expira- 
tion of terms of service, were similar to those afforded the Army serv- 
iceman. 

The WAAC member was assigned to posts or stations in a manner 
similar to that of the Army serviceman. Like the Army serviceman, 
the WAAC performed kitchen police, fatigue duties, met compul- 
sory reveille, mess and retreat formations, and participated i in mili- 
tary ceremonies and parades. Like the Army serviceman, the WAAC 
was subject to compulsory medical treatment and was also subject to 
the same inspections regarding quarters and uniforms. 

The WAAG, like the Army serviceman, had no choice as to where 
she lived and she lived in the same type "of crowded barracks, cov- 
ered utility buildings, and sometimes tents. She also was responsible 
for housekeeping duties (including tending the heating equipment of 
her quarters) and with rare exceptions ate in the same type of mess- 
hall as did the Army serviceman. On changes of station, the WAAC 
frequently moved by troop train under hardship conditions. 

The WAAC pioneers who served at a critical time in our country’s 
history and continued military service after September 30, 1943, have 
been awarded the WAAC Service Medal, and such service is ¢ reditable 
toward the awarding of the military Good Conduct Medal. 

Although the WAAC's were initially established as an auxiliary, 
their conditions of service paralleled those of the WAVES, SPARS 
and women marines, all of whom enjoyed full military status as Re- 
serves. The WAVES were established as a reserve component J uly 
20, 1942, the SPARS November 23, 1942, and the women marines 
Febru: wy 13, 1943. Their members can count all active service per- 
formed in these components for the purposes of promotion, longevity 
pay and retirement. In contrast the woman who joined the WAAC 
between May 1942 and September 1943 cannot so credit that time 
even though she later continued in active military service. In addi- 
tion, the WAAC was subject to and did serve overseas, whereas such 
service was not required nor allowed WAVES, SPARS, and women 
marines. Enactment of the bill will correct this longstanding in- 
equity. 

Department of Defense witnesses have testified that enactment of 
this proposed legislation, which was strongly recommended by the 
Department of Defense, will result in an estimated cost of approxi- 
mately $115,000 a year beginning with fiscal year 1960. This cost 
will largely consist of increases in basic pay resulting from the addi- 
tional longevity provided by i increases of this period of military serv- 
ice for military personnel. It is further estimated that this cost will 
continue at approximately the same level through fiscal year 1964, 
after which time due to retirements this cost will “gradually decrease. 
However, of course, retirement costs will be increased slightly as a 
consequent of the additional service recognized. The Department 
of Defense has, however, indicated that there will be no necessity for 
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increasing budgetary requirements during fiscal year 1960 as a con- 
sequence of enactment of this legislation. 

In connection with this problem two additional bills had been 
introduced, one by myself, H.R. 938, and one by Mrs. Rogers of 
Massachusetts, H.R. 38748. Although both bills have the same objec- 
tive as H.R. 3321, Department of Defense witnesses have pointed out 
technical errors in the language contained in the bills, and for that 
reason the committee found the language of H.R. 3321 more suitable 
for accomplishment of the purpose of the legislation. 

For the foregoing reasons Subcommittee No. 3 strongly recom- 
mends this committee unanimously report out H.R. 3321 as submitted 
by the Department of Defense. 

The Cramman. Thank you, Mrs. St. George. A very, very fine 
report. The conclusions and justification warrant favorable con- 
sideration on this Department bill. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Could I ask a question, Mr. Chairman? 

The Cuamman. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Have we not approved legislation of this type in 
the past ? 

Mr. StatrnsHeK. No, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Have we included it in any bills? 

Mr. SiatrnsHeKk. No, sir, not this—— 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The matter has been before this committee for 
many years, though ? 

Mr. Smart. (Nods.) 

The CHarrman. Without objection, H.R. 3321 is favorably re- 
ported, and I will ask Mrs. St. George to file the report. 

Now I do not think it is necessary to go before the Rules Com- 
mittee to get a rule. I think, in view of the fact that there is very 
little money involved, that it can go on the Consent Calendar. But 
we will look into that to be sure, and if it is necessary then I will 
notify Mrs. St.George. Thank you, Mrs. St. George. 

Now that is all the bills from Mr. Rivers’ subcommittee. 

Now I will receive a report from the Real Estate Subcommittee. 
Mr. Philbin. 

Mr. Puiretn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

The CuHatrman. Let there be order, members of the committee. 
This is very important. 

Mr. Puisrn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, you 
will recall that at the last full committee meeting, I presented a 
subcommittee report which included a number of real estate projects. 

All of the projects were approved by the full committee with one 
exception and that was Navy Disposal No. 190 relating to the Naval 
Industrial Reserve Shipyard, Wilmington, Del. 

This project was not approved because of an objection made by 
Mr. Hardy. Mr. Hardy asked Mr. Kelleher to look into this project 
further. Mr. Kelleher did this and Mr. Hardy has now withdrawn 
his objection and again, I recommend that this project be approved, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. Without objection, the project is approved. 

Mr. Putrern. The only other real estate project is Army Disposal 
atte No. 136A involving the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot at Hous- 
ton, Tex. 
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On May 13 and 14, the subcommittee held hearings on this project 
and voted to report it favorably to the full committee. 

The project involves the disposal of the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot 
comprising some 4,861 acres. At the request of the Department of 
Defense and the General Services Administration, the project is to 
be considered as including also the property referred to as Army Dis- 
posal Project No. 122 which related to the ammonia works at the 
ordnance depot. It appears that the disposal of both of these prop- 
erties under the provisions of section 109 of last year’s military con- 
struction law will facilitate the operations of the General Services 
Administration. 

The proposal which is the basis for the San Jacinto disposal has 
now been looked into fully by the full committee on two occasions and 
by an extensive hearing of the Real Estate Subcommittee. 

Mr. Chairman, I move favorable consideration of this report. 

The CHatrMan. Without objection, the report is approved, partic- 
ularly with reference to disposal of the ammonia plant and the area 
comprising San Jacinto Army Depot. 

Anything else ? 

Mr. Puitern. That concludes the report. 

The Cuarrman. Now, Mr. Kelleher, in preparing the letter for me 
to send to the Department with reference to the proposal, be sure 
to make mention of the fact that there must be reserved 118 acres for 
straightening the channel and in addition thereto at least four, 
five, or six hundred acres for spoilage area, to be determined by the 
General Services Administration and the Corps of Engineers. 

Now it is not necessary for the spoilage area to be all in one par- 
ticular tract. 

(Mr. Kelleher nods.) 

The CHatrman. It may be advantageous to have it strung up and 
down the river, on the channel, for at least a distance of 5 miles. 
Now fix up a letter. 

Mr. Ketieuer. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Philbin. 

Now the next report is from Mr. Doyle, relating to the military 
discharges. Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. Doytx. I will ask, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Blandford make 
the report. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Mr. Chairman, in the 85th Congress you appointed 
a special subcommittee consisting of Mr. Doyle, Mr, Huddleston, Mr. 
Kitchin, Mr. Bray, and Mr. Gubser to look into the matter of military 
discharges, and the bill that Mr. Doyle had introduced. We reported 
and passed H.R. 8772, which stated as its purpose that the military 
boards of review, of discharge and dismissals, and the board for the 
correction of naval records, Army records, and Air Force records 
would be authorized to grant general discharges (limited) to those 
individuals who had had exemplary postservice conduct for a period 
of 3 years following their discharge—after taking that conduct into 
consideration, along with the original factors that led to the discharge. 
That bill was not considered in the Senate, and, as a result, no action 
was taken on that bill, or no final action was taken. 

This year you again appointed the same special subcommittee to 


consider Mr. Doyle’s bill, H.R. 88, which is before you today. This 
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bill is similar to H.R, 8772 of the last Congress, which passed the 
House with only six dissenting votes and was reported unanimously, 
I believe, by this committee. The distinction between this bill and 
last year’s bill that you approved is that this bill merely awards an 
exemplary rehabilitation certificate. It does not attempt to award a 
discharge certificate as distinguished from a certificate of rehabili- 
tation. 

Now the boards will be required to take into consideration exen.- 
plary postservice conduct for a period of 3 years and also the original 
factors leading to the discharge when they decide whether or not they 
will award such a certificate. 

Basically, what this is all about is that we have many hundreds of 
thousands of people in this country who have bad conduct discharges, 
dishonorable discharges, and administrative undesirable discharges, 
and some find it almost impossible to obtain proper employment. 

This is an attempt to authorize these boards, which are military 
boards, to award these individuals, in certain cases where they are 
justified, an exemplary rehabilitation certificate to indicate th: aut ‘what 
they did in the service together with their exemplary postservice con- 
duct justifies the awar ding of this certificate. 

Now, this is not an automatic award of a certificate for being a good 
boy after you get out of the service. And that must be clearly under- 
stood. This will not be a certificate that will just be given to some- 
body because he has gone to Sunday school for 3 years. 

The Cuamrman. But it does not change the bad conduct discharge? 

Mr. Buanprorp. No, sir; it does not change his original discharge. 
It does not give him any entitlement to any benefits to which he was 
not originally entitled, but it does give him a certificate which indi- 

cates that the Board took into consideration the factors leading to his 
discharge, that is, his age, his experience, his immaturity all of the 
various combinations of things that the Board would look into, plus 
the postservice conduct. 

Now, the Department of Defense is opposed to this bill, just as they 
were opposed to the bill last year. They say it might affect discipline. 
But they say they have no objection to the aw: arding of this certificate 
if it is done by a local agency. 

The position of the subcommittee stated flatly is that this is a per- 
fectly ridiculous position for the Department of Defense to take. 
W hat good would a certificate issued by the local YMCA be to a boy 
trying “to get a job, to indicate that he has rehabilitated himself ? 

This has got to be awarded by a military board if it is going to 
amount to anything, if it is going to be worth the paper it is written 
on. 

Therefore, it is the unanimous position of the subcommittee that 
this certificate is the very least we can do for these people. 

Now in that connection we have noted in the report a very alarming 
trend in the armed services with regard to the use of administrative 
undesirable discharges. The punitive discharge rate—and those are 
the discharges that are issued pursuant to a court-martial—is going 
down. That is fine. It looks good on the record. But the adminis- 
trative undesirable discharge rate is going up. 

In the punitive discharge you have boards reviewing the legal proc- 
ess. In the other, you have just very recently, a uniform procedure, 
but still nothing comparable to a court-martial procedure. 
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We call this matter to the attention of the committee. We call it to 
the attention of the specia] subcommittee looking into the Uniform 
Code of Miliary Justice and want the House to know about it and the 
Congress to know that there is this alarming trend and we hope that 
someone will take particular notice of it in the Department of Defense. 

The CuarrMan. Well, I studied this bill and am quite familiar with 
it. Jam sorry that the Senate Armed Services Committee has never 
considered it. I don’t know whether they are going to consider it 
even if we send it over again. But I do think the facts and circum- 
stances warrant the committee acting favorably and letting the bill go 
to the floor of the House where there may be considerable debate on 
the bill. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman—— 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Osmers. 

Mr. Osmers. I would like to ask a question, Mr. Chairman, either of 
Mr. Blandford or of members of the subcommittee. 

On page 17, this sentence appears: 

A motion or request for review under this subsecton must be made within 
15 years after date of discharge or dismissal, or June 22, 1944, whichever date 
is later. 

Now that language seems very plain. My first question is: I as- 
sume that any discharge or dismissal prior to June 22, 1944, could not 
be considered by the procedures under this act, is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Bianprorp. That is correct, Mr. Osmers. This date—under 
this date of June 22, 1944, these are the cases that have already been 
reviewed or people who have been discharged. 

Now for the cases that have happened after 1944, this bill will be of 
some value. 

Now you are quite correct that this will require—this only is ap- 
plicable to the Board of Review of Discharges and Dismissals. 

You will notice that this is not the date for the Board for the 
correction of naval, military, or Air Force records. 

Mr. Osmers. Well, is there some sound reason why a man who was 
discharged, or dismissed under undesirable circumstances on June 22, 
1944, or thereafter—is there any reason why he should receive special 
consideration, as opposed to a man who was dismissed on June 21? 

Mr. BLanprorp. No; except what we did not attempt to do was to 
disturb the original law. This is a repetition of the original law. 

The original law said that the Board of Review of Discharges and 
Dismissals could handle any discharges that were effected prior to 
June 22, 1944, and that went back to the Spanish-American War, lit- 
erally, because we had some of those cases—I served on this Board. 
But when they wrote the GI bill of rights, the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act of 1944—that is the date, June 22—then they said we will 
give people previously discharged in World War I, the Spanish- 
American War, or the Civil War and even the Revolutionary War, 
15 years in which to come in and have cases reviewed before the 
Board of Discharges and Dismissals. 

Now we did not attempt to change that date. Now what that 
means is that a lot of people may have to go to the Board for the 
correction of naval, military, or Air Force records. 

Now this raises an interesting question, which was discussed by 
the subcommittee. We didn’t think we ought to change the original 
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date or extend the date. It raises the question, of course, as to whiat 

happens to all of these discharges, issued prior to that, because 15 
years added onto 1944 brings you up to just about a month from 
now. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman, my point is this. 

I happen to know a constituent or two who have used existing 
procedures, in attempting to get the military records corrected or 
changed with regard to themselves. As I understand it, under pres- 
ent law, the Board is not permitted to consider the conduct of the 
serviceman since his discharge, that he must deal with the cirecum- 
stances that led to the discharge, itself, and that the word “correction 
of military records” is exactly what is meant there, rather than an 
appeals court or a leniency board. 

Now, why would we want to deprive some serviceman who had made 
an application within 15 years after his undesirable form of dis- 
charge and had failed to receive a favorable decision—why should we 
bar him from getting an exemplary rehabilitation certificate if in 
fact, he had been conducting himself in sort of an exemplary way 
possibly 20 years longer than the men that are covered by this act ? 

Mr. Buanprorp. I believe the reapplication, Mr. Osmers, would not 
be effected by the termination date. In other words, the 15 years 
would preclude the original consideration, but a reapplication would 
follow with new evidence. 

Mr. Osmers. It seems to me that that should be specified here, be- 
cause you do an apparently gratuitous injustice to a number of service- 
men. 

Mr. Bianprorp. I would suggest this, if I may. If you want to solve 
the problem 

Mr. Osmers. Yes. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Actually it isa problem which I raised with the sub- 
committee because it was brought to my attention by other individuals 
who have looked into this matter. If it is the feeling of the commit- 
tee—it would be a very simple change, to strike out the 15 years and 
substitute 20 years, in lieu of 15. That would give you an additional 
5-year period and certainly would cover all of the cases. 

Mr. Smarr. And World War II. 

Mr. Bianprorp. And that would cover all of the World War II 
cases. I don’t see how you could possibly go wrong on that. 

Mr. Osmers. I would say—rather than to do it quite that way, Mr. 
Chairman—that the main thing is that we probably should want it to 
apply to those servicemen who inside of 15 years after their discharge 
did come forward and attempt to make some change, and not neces- 
sarily 

Mr. Bianprorp. It does apply to those. It does now, Mr. Osmers. 

Mr. Osmers. You think it does? 

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes. 

What you are saying—I think your point is very well taken. The 
man who was discharged on June 21, 1944, with an undesirable dis- 
charge, who has never requested the Board to consider his case, may 
now find himself precluded from applying even for an exemplary 
rehabilitation certificate because he has not originally asked to have 
his case reconsidered. 
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Now to correct that situation, which would be very simple, we 
need merely change this word “15” to “20”, to give you an additional 
5-year period to cover those cases. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Blandford 
one question. What would be the disadvantage to leaving out the 
sentence which I read—*A motion for request for review under this 
subsection must be made within 15 years after the date of the discharge 
or dismissal or June 22, 1944, whichever date is later”? What w ould 
happen if you just omitted it from the bill entirely ¢ 

Mr. Bianprorp. Nothing. 

Mr. Osmers. Well, I move, Mr. Chairman, that that sentence which 
I just read be dropped from the language of the bill as it is reported 
by the committee. 

The Cuarrman. Without objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. BLanprorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, just one question. 

I would like if Mr. Blandford, please, would explain the very next 
paragraph, subsection (b), or rather section (b) on that same page, 
page 17. It seems to be in conflict with the explanation that was 
made earlier, Mr. Blandford, somewhat at least in my mind. 

Mr. Buanprorp. This, again, is existing law. But which portion 
of it is confusing, Mr. Becker ¢ 

Mr. Becker. Well, you are talking about establishing a board now 
to issue these exemplary rehabilitation certificates. You say here: 

A Board established under this section may, subject to review by the Secretary 
concerned, change the discharge or dismissal or issue a new discharge, to re- 
flect its finding. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Yes; that is existing law. 

This is the situation. The present Board of Review of Discharges 
and Dismissals has the authority today to review and grant a new 
discharge. We are giving them a new responsibility, a new author- 
ity, in those cases where they say : 

The evidence doesn’t support changing the discharge, but the evidence does 
support the award of this certificate. 

What we want these people to have is a piece of paper signed with 
a colonel’s or a general’s or somebody’s signature indicating, “I am 
not the bum that my military certificate indicates that I am.” 

That is about what it really boils down to. That is as simple as I 
can put it. 

Mr. Duruam. That language was when we set up the first review 
board. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durnam. It was in the original law. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes, sir. This is just a repetition of the original 
law ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Durwam. Because under that review board, they reviewed 
every undesirable discharge—86,000 of them. 

Mr. BianpFrorp. Well, ‘they didn’t review them all, Mr. Durham. 
Only those who a plied, but t ey have reviewed 

Mr, DurHam. No. 

Mr. Buanprorp. I have the figures here. 

Mr. Duruam. You didn’t have to apply. 
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Mr. Buanprorp. Yes, sir—no, I know what you are thinking of. 
That was not this Board. This Board had to be by application, 

Mr. Duruam. Oh, it did? 

Mr. BLanprorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Witson. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wixson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Blandford: 
Is it conceivable that some serviceman who felt he got a bum rap 
and drew an undesirable discharge might apply and be g ranted one 
of these exemplary rehabilitation certificates and still be entitled to 
go before the Board and eventually get his record changed ¢ 

Mr. Gavin. Yes. 

Mr. Buanprorp. It is one of the weaknesses of any system and it 
is the weakness of this bill, which we fully recognize, that there might 
be a tendency on the part of the Board, where there is a flip of the 
coin as to whether they are going to change the dischs re 
the scales might be balanced in favor of giving hima dischar ge under 
honorable conditions, where the Board might : say, “Well, rather than 
give him this discharge under honorable conditions,” which would 
entitle him to a gre at. many benefits, “we will give him this certifi- 

cate.” 

Now we recognize that there is that weakness in the situation. But 
we have to try to do the greatest good for the greatest number. 
There are a quarter of a million of these people with undesirable 
discharges. 

Mr. Gavin. How many ? 

Mr. Bianprorp. A quarter of a million of these people in the coun- 
try. And for those close cases to which you are referring, which may 
involve maybe a handful of people, we think that there are a vast 
number of people who may end up with these certificates which we 
hope will rehabilitate them sufficiently in the eyes of society so they 
can be again fully employed. 

Mr. Wuson. i want to ask a technical question, on page 15, your 
subsection (}), where you say : 





No benefits under any laws of the United States shall accrue to any person to 
whom an exemplary rehabilitation certificate is issued unless he would be 
entitled to those benefits under his original discharge or dismissal. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes. 

Mr. Wixson. Now what if he gets later a changed discharge? 

Mr. Bianprorp. Then the law, itself, says he - gets those “benefits. 

Mr. Wuson. So that law would supersede ‘this? 

Mr. BLanprorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wuson. That is all. 

Mr. Bianprorp. What we are saying is this: This certificate is 
nothing more and nothing less than an ‘indication that this man has 
rehabilitated himself sufliciently so that a board has satisfied itself 
that the original discharge is a little rough for him to carry around as 
a stigma for the rest of his life, taking into consideration the factors 
leading to his discharge and the 3 years following his discharge. 
That is all. 

Mr. Wirson. I just didn’t want to preclude him from being entitled 
to any of these benefits if at a later time he was given a different 
discharge. 
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Mr. Buanprorp. It does not. 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman, this is an important piece of legislation. 
May I ask the reason why the Senate didn’t take any action on it! 

The Crarrman. You will have to address your remarks to the 
Senate. I don’t know. I am just telling you what happens. 

Mr. Gavin. Anyway, I think it is a very important piece of 
legislation. 

The Crarrman. I hope we may make progress on it this year. 

I think the committee understands fully what we are driving at 
here. Without objection, the committee—the amendment is agreed to. 

Without objection, the bill will be favorably reported as amended. 
Mr. Doyle, the author of the bill, will please report the bill. 

Mr. Gavin. May I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that our counsel pre- 
pare a brief or an analysis of this bill, giving us all the pertinent 
information ? 

The Cuarmman. All right. 

Mr. Gavin. The plan of procedure. We get many inquiries rela- 
tive to it. So we will be in a position to take care of it and advise 
them. 

Mr. Branprorp. I am trying to do that in the report, Mr. Gavin. 
It will be carried out. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Smart, have you a concurrent resolution to 
submit to the committee for its consideration ¢ 

Mr. Smarr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Read it. 

Mr. Smart. “House Concurrent Resolution 86.” 

The committee will recall that back in 1950 we had a deficiency 
in our radar coverage for low level attack of enemy aircraft, and it 
was deemed necessary to create what was known as the Ground 
Observer Corps. Literally thousands of men, women, and children 
throughout the United States, at their own time and at no expense 
to the Government, manned various posts throughout the country, 
to be observers, to try to observe approaching enemy aircraft. rh 

The Cramman. This resolution is at the suggestion of the Depart- 
ment of Defense? 

Mr. Smarr. At the suggestion of the Department of the Air Force 
which had cognizance over it. 

The Cuarrman. All right. Now read the resolution, what we are 
resolved. 

Mr. Smart. It is— 

Resolved, That the Congress express its gratitude and appreciation to the 
civilian volunnteer members of the Ground Observer Corps for their devotion, 
sacrifice and spirit of service, in fulfilling in a dedicated manner the mission 
of the corps and for the great contribution they have made to the security of 
the United States. 

The corps was dissolved on January 31 of this year. 

The CuHatmrMan. Without objection, the concurrent resolution is 
agreed to. 

Now, members of the committee, today the House will consider the 
extension of the Renegotiation Act. 

The bill comes from the Ways and Means Committee. But, of 
course, this committee is deeply concerned with the phraseology of 
the bill. = 
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I don’t know whether it will be necessary, but it may be that I will 
have to make some remarks about the verbiage of the bill. If so, I 
trust my colleagues will be there to hear what I have to say. 

Mr. Kizpay. What time will that be ? 

The Cuarmman. We have 4 hours of general debate on the bill. I 
don’t know when it will be. 

Mr. Kizpay. Just tell us when. 

The CHarrman. Now, members of the committee, that disposes of 
all the work of the committee. I want to thank all of you, and I want 
to thank the subcommittees—— 

Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHatrman. Let there be order. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman, may I make a request that the members 
of the Special Subcommittee on Utilization of Manpower remain 
for an executive session after this meeting ? 

The Cuartrman. Now the committee will take a recess subject to 
call of the Chair. Thank all you gentlemen. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a.m., the committee adjourned to the call of 


the Chair.) na 








